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AMERICAN  COMMITTEE  FOR  DEMOCRACY 
AND  INTELLECTUAL  FREEDOM 

519  West  121st  Street,  New  York  City 


Freedom  is  essential  to  the  intellectual  lile.  In  an  age  of  conflict, 
free  and  untraninieled  exchange  of  opinion  is  particularly  necessary. 
That  is  why  the  Bill  of  Rights  must  be  treasured  at  all  costs. 

“We  believe,”  said  sixty-two  prominent  educators,  men  of  let- 
ters, and  other  public  figures  in  a recent  open  letter,  “that  the  Bill 
^ of  Rights  must  apply  to  the  rights  of  all  Americans— or  that  it  will 
O prove  a cheat  for  all.  We  do  not  accept  the  dangerous  proposition, 
now  being  broadcast  from  certain  quarters,  that  civil  rights  can 
be  withheld  from  this  dissident  minority  or  that,  at  the  pleasure  of 
those  who  may  have  the  power  to  do  so.” 

I'he  recent  experience  of  other  countries  has  shown  that  educa- 
00  tion  is  one  of  the  early  victims  of  suppression,  sharing  the  fate  of 
political  minorities,  labor,  the  church,  and  the  press.  As  responsible 
cc  citizens,  we  cannot  remain  silent  when  such  vital  issues  are  at  stake. 
S We  must  enter  into  the  struggle  to  defend  civil  liberties  at  every 
point  of  threat,  direct  or  indirect.  Free  America  has  given  us  our 
chance  to  train  our  minds  and  we  should  be  ungrateful  if  we  did 
not  bring  our  best  thought  to  her. 

Because  we  acknowledge  these  principles,  wc  urge  the  Congress 
to  grant  no  further  appropriations  to  the  Dies  Committee.  In  pre- 
senting the  following  analysis  in  support  of  our  request,  we,  as 
educators,  have  confined  ourselves  largely  to  the  treatment  of  the 
educational  world  by  the  Committee  and  its  witnesses. 

1.  The  House  resolution  introduced  by  Representative  Dies 
assigned  to  his  Committee  the  task  of  “conducting  an  investigation 
of  (i)  the  extent,  character,  and  objects  of  un-American  propaganda 
activities  in  the  United  States;  (2)  the  diffusion  within  the  United 
States  of  subversive  and  un-American  propaganda  that  is  instigated 
from  foreign  countries  or  of  a domestic  origin  and  attacks  the 
principle  of  the  form  of  government  as  guaranteed  by  our  Constitu- 
tion.” 

The  use  of  the  phrase  “un-American  propaganda,”  which  is 
vague,  undefined,  and  undefinable,  left  the  Committee  free  to 
follow  its  own  bias  and  prejudice.  The  result  has  been  something 
approaching  the  character  of  a witch  hunt,  reminiscent  of  the  activi- 
ties of  Attorney-General  A.  Mitchell  Palmer  and  the  Lusk  Commit- 
tee in  the  heat  of  the  period  of  the  first  world  war.  Political  phrases 
have  been  manipulated  as  epithets  in  order  to  discredit  individuals 
and  oreanizations.  Public  attitudes  of  intolerance  and  hatred  have 
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)een  created  which  discredit  minorities — political,  cultural,  religious, 
abor—and  greatly  lessen  their  effective  appeal.  The  fundamental 
ight  of  free  men,”  said  Mr.  Justice  Brandeis  (Mr.  Justice  Holmes 
;oncurring),  “to  strive  for  better  conditions  through  new  legislation 
md  new  institutions  will  not  be  preserved,  if  efforts  to  secure  it  by 
Argument  to  fellow  citizens  may  be  construed  as  criminal  incitement 
to  disobey  the  existing  law— merely  because  the  argument  presented 
seems  to  those  exercising  judicial  power  to  be  unfair  in  its  portrayal 
of  existing  evils,  mistaken  in  its  assumptions,  unsound  in  reasoning 

or  intemperate  in  language.” 

2.  The  Dies  Committee  has  attacked  freedom  of  teaching  and 
investigation  in  leading  institutions  of  learning  (Harvard,  Vassar, 
Stanford,  California,  Columbia,  among  others),  by  recognized 
scholars  (Albert  Einstein,  Dean  Grayson  N.  Kefauver  of  Stanford, 
Professor  Kirtley  F.  Mather  of  Harvard,  Professor  Max  Radin  of 
California,  Professor  Paul  Douglas  of  Chicago,  Dr.  Eduard  C.  Lin- 
demann  of  the  New  York  School  of  Social  Work,  Professor  Wyllis- 
tine  Goodsell  of  Teachers  College,  Columbia,  among  others),  and 
by  professional  associations  of  educators  (American  Association  of 
University  Professors,  American  Federation  of  Teachers,  Progressive 
Education  Association,  Commission  on  School  Studies  of  the  Ameri- 
can Historical  Association,  among  others). 

Reduced  to  their  essential  implication,  these  attacks  mean  that 
our  universities,  educators,  and  learned  societies  must  give  up  their 
intellectual  freedom  and  conform  to  the  views  held  by  a Congres- 
sional committee  or  else  be  pilloried  by  the  publicity  it  can  com- 
mand and  be  threatened  with  legislative  intt;rference.  We  cannot 
accept  such  an  unwarranted  assumption  of  authority  and  retain 
our  integrity. 

3.  The  Dies  Committee  has  attacked  fieedom  of  association 
and  debate  among  students.  We  believe  that  our  students  think 
their  own  way  through  the  political,  economic,  and  social  phi- 
losophies of  our  time.  Any  attempt  to  exercise  tyranny  over  the 
minds  of  youth  not  only  exceeds  the  authority  vested  in  Congress, 
but  is  bad  pedagogy  and  likely  to  produce  results  contrary  to  those 
desired.  The  safeguard  of  the  United  States  tomorrow  is  the  free 
minds  of  its  youth  today. 

4.  The  Dies  Committee  has  sat  in  judgment  upon  current  books, 
periodicals,  plays,  and  works  of  art.  We  assert  that  the  very  founda- 
tions of  intellectual  liberty  are  shaken  when  any  Congressional  com- 
mittee can  hold  even  the  shadow  of  a threat  over  the  books  we 
read  or  the  plays  we  see. 
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DOCUMENTATION 


The  following  documentation  of  our  four  charges  is  presented, 
by  way  of  illustration,  from  the  official  reports  of  the  hearings  of 
the  Dies  Committee. 


I. 

“The  result  has  been  something  approaching  the  char- 
acter of  a witch  hunt,  remmiscent  of  the  activities  of  Attor- 
ney-General A.  Mitchell  Palmer  in  the  heat  of  the  period  of 
the  first  world  war.  Political  phrases  have  been  manipulated 
as  epithets  in  order  to  discredit  individuals  and  organizations. 
Public  attitudes  of  intolerance  and  hatred  have  been  created 
which  discredit  minorities— political,  cultural,  religious,  la- 
bor—and  greatly  lessen  their  effective  appeal.” 

Attempt  to  Intimidate  and  Discredit  Secretary  Ickes 

“Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I have  known  the  Secretary  for  quite  a long  time 
and  I do  not  know  of  any  greater  American  than  Harold  Ickes. 

“The  CHAIRMAN;  Well,  that  is  a matter  of  grave  dispute.  . . . 
As  I understand  on  the  Mr.  Ickes  affair,  Mr.  Ickes  admitted  he  was  a 
member  of  this  (American  Civil  Liberties)  union.  There  is  no  dispute 
about  that;  but,  as  I understand  the  question  which  is  being  discussed 
now,  there  were  introduced  in  the  evidence  certain  publications  and 
pamphlets  of  the  American  Civil  Liberties  Union  showing  their  activities 
over  a period  of  years.  . . . And  quoted  from  these  pamphlets  were 
certain  doctrines  which  they  preach  and  certain  advocacies  which  were 
construed  un-American.  . . . 

“Mr.  MOSIER.  Then  why  does  he  not  resign  from  the  organization? 
“Mr.  DEMPSEY.  I have  not  anything  to  do  about  that. 

“Mr.  MOSIER.  That  would  seem  to  me  to  be  his  obvious  course 
and  the  only  course.”  (pp.  3018-9.) 

Pronounced  Anti-Intellectual  Bias  Revealed  by  a Major  Witness 

WALTER  S.  STEELE  testified  on  behalf  of  the  National  Republic, 
the  American  Coalition  Committee  on  National  Security,  and  114 
patriotic  organizations,  including  such  “super-patriotic”  and,  in  some 
cases,  openly  anti-Semitic  groups  as  the  American  Vigilant  Intelligence 
Federation,  the  Associated  Farmers  of  California,  the  Minute  Men  of 
America,  the  National  Security  League,  the  Protestant  Women’s  Na- 
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tional  Civic  Federation,  the  New  England  Protestant  Action  League, 
and  the  Christian  American  Crusade.  Mr.  Steele’s  testimony,  consisting 
largely  of  prepared  material,  occupies  403  pages.  It  is  significant  that 
he  was  called  as  an  “expert”  on  “subversive”  activities,  and  that  his 
own  activities  or  beliefs  were  never  investigated  or  challenged  by  the 
Committee.  The  following  quotation  from  Mr.  Steele’s  testimony  ap- 
pears on  p.  545: 

“Artists,  writers  and,  generally  speaking,  the  so-called  intelligentsia 
in  all  countries  and  in  all  times  were  the  first  to  feel  the  social  changes 
and  having  no  stable  political  principles  declared  themselves  sym- 
pathizers with  so-called  modern  ideas.  Sometimes  among  this  intelli- 
gentsia one  can  see  some  rather  gifted  individuals.  They  are  not 
numerous  but  are  well  known  to  all  Americans  who  have  an  interest 
in  policy,  literature,  and  art.  The  rest  of  the  Soviet  sympathizers  are 
hopelessly  without  talent,  yet  insolent  and  clamorous.  In  the  United 
States  of  America  as  in  every  other  country  these  leaders  are  in  vast 

majority  aliens.” 

Scientific  Journals,  Court  Decisions,  and  Information  Bulletins  Called 
Illegal  Propaganda  by  Witness  and  Committee  Member 

. . it  is  important  that  the  American  people  know  to  what  extent 
the  Federal  Government  has  become  a competitor  to  private  business 
and  whether  or  not  the  more  than  70  publications  coming  from  the 
Government  Printing  Office  are  actually  educational  and  informa- 

tional.  ... 

“The  character  of  some  of  these  publications  is  calculated  to  de- 
ceive  the  very  elect.  By  subtle  statements  and  in  divers  ways  class 
hatred  is  encouraged,  collectivism  is  advocated,  and  the  values  of  a 

parental  government  are  exalted.” 

Testimony  of  BISHOP  ADNA  WRIGHT  LEONARD 

of  Pittsburgh,  (pp.  3158-9.) 

Whereupon  REPRESENTATIVE  THOMAS  commented:  “I  particu- 
larly like  that  part  of  it  (your  testimony)  relative  to  the  dissemination 
of  propaganda  by  our  Government  agencies  today.  • • • ^ think  the 
dissemination  of  propaganda  by  our  Government  today  is  both  im- 
American,  illegal,  and  certainly  unduly  costly.  . . .”  (p.  3161.) 

Bishop  Leonard  was  not  asked  to  identify  the  publications.  He  and 
Mr.  Thomas  were  evidently  referring  to  the  71  periodicals  and  serial 
publications  which  are  printed  and  sold  by  the  Government  Printing 

Office.  They  fall  into  the  following  categories- 

1.  Official  reports  of  the  State  Department,  Interstate  Commerce 

Commission,  Patent  Office,  Board  of  Tax  Appeals,  etc. 

2.  Scientific  publications,  such  as  the  Monthly  Labor  Review,  the 
Naval  Medical  Bulletin,  the  Journal  of  Agricultural  Research,  and  the 
daily  weather  maps. 

3.  Information  bulletins,  such  as  Commerce  Reports  (consular 
reports,  official  statistics,  etc.,  on  economic  conditions  in  foreign  coun- 
tries), School  Life  (official  journal  of  the  Office  of  Education),  and 
Technical  News  Bulletin  (articles  of  interest  to  the  general  reader 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Standards). 
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It  is  worth  noting  that  both  the  Congressional  Record  and  the 
Supreme  Court  Reports  are  included  in  this  list  of  71  publications. 

A Study  in  Character  Assassination 

On  October  24,  1939,  the  Dies  Committee  released  to  the  press  the 
entire  mailing  list  of  the  Washington  Branch  of  the  American  League 
for  Peace  and  Democracy.  These  names,  largely  of  government  em- 
ployees, were  made  public  despite  the  fact  that  many  were  not  even 
members  of  the  organization,  although  the  impression  was  created  that 
it  was  the  organization’s  membership  list.  The  purpose  of  such  a step 
is  clearly  revealed  by  Mr.  Dies  in  his  statement  accompanying  the 
release,  when  he  said: 

“The  Committee  is  not  charging  that  the  governmental  employees 
affiliated  with  the  league  are  members  of  the  Communist  Party.  There 
is  no  evidence  to  this  effect.  But  the  fact  that  those  government  em- 
ployees are  members  of  a Communist  front  organization  and  apparently 
continued  their  membership  long  after  this  organization  was  exposed 
as  being  Communistic  justifies  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee  the 
publication  of  this  list.” — New  York  Times,  October  25,  1939. 

We  quote  from  two  editorials  commenting  on  this  action: 

“.  . . the  publication  of  these  names  was  an  outrageous  invasion  of 
private  rights.  It  is  just  this  way  that  hysterical  Red  scares  in  the 
A.  Mitchell  Palmer  style  are  started.  Who,  after  all,  is  Mr.  Dies  that 
he  should  lay  down  standards  of  ‘100  per  cent  Americanism?’  ” 

St.  Louis  Post  Dispatch,  October  26,  1939,  in  an 
editorial  entitled  “In  the  Best  Ku  Klux  Tradition.” 

“The  Daily  News  will  not  print  the  list.  ...  It  was  a smear  effort 
aimed  at  the  owners  of  the  names  on  the  list,  and  also  at  the  Roosevelt 
administration.” 

Chicago  Daily  News,  October  27,  1939 

In  striking  contrast  to  this  “outrageous  invasion  of  private  rights” 
was  the  Committee’s  solicitude  two  months  earlier  for  a group  of 
prominent  (but  unnamed)  individuals  who  had  supported  various 
anti-Semitic  and  pro-Fascist  organizations.  The  following  interchange 
took  place  at  the  end  of  the  session  of  August  29,  1939: 

“Mr.  WHITLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  correspondence  files  of  Mr. 
Edward  James  Smythe  were  obtained  by  supena  . . . over  a period  of 
the  last  several  years  he  has  been  very  active  in  setting  up  organiza- 
tions. . . . The  purpose  apparently,  from  the  records,  of  all  the  organiza- 
tions was  to  enlist  membership,  which  included,  of  course,  initiation  fees 
or  membership  fees,  plus  dues;  to  solicit  contributions  and  to  use  high- 
sounding  names  with  which  the  organizations  were  decorated.  . . . 

“The  CHAIRMAN.  As  a matter  of  fact,  he  duped  a number  of 
people  into  lending  him  aid,  did  he  not? 

“Mr.  WHITLEY.  Yes.  . . . 

“Mr.  MASON.  It  was  a pure  racket,  then? 

“Mr.  WHITLEY.  I would  say  so;  yes,  sir.” 

The  Committee’s  counsel,  Mr.  Whitley,  then  reported  that  Smythe’s 
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files  revealed  voluminous  correspondence  with  Gerald  B.  Wmrod, 
George  Deatherage,  James  True,  William  Dudley  Pelley,  and  James 
Wheeler-Hill,  among  many  others.  Mr,  Dies  then  ended  the  discussion 

as  follows: 

“The  CHAIRMAN.  What  does  the  committee  think  about  the  cor- 
respondence? It  is  rather  voluminous.  . . . There  are  a great  many 
letters  here,  including  letters  from  prominent  people.  We  ought  to 
determine  which  ones  we  shall  make  public  . . . the  question  is,  with 
respect  to  the  people  who  are  innocent,  those  who  went  into  the  party 
and  afterward  repudiated  it,  whether  their  names  ought  to  go  into 
this  record.  ...  It  might  not  be  well  to  mention  those  people,  because 
there  have  been  so  many  people  who  have  been  duped  in  this  coimtry 
by  the  Nazi  and  Fascist  organizations  that  if  we  should  mention  them 
all  it  would  make  a tremendous  record.  ...  We  can  make  this  cor- 
respondence public  at  a later  date.”  (pp.  4269-74.) 

That  is  the  last  heard  about  Mr.  Smythe,  who,  incidentally,  had 
been  duly  subpenaed  and  had  failed  to  put  in  an  appearance.  None 

of  the  correspondence  was  ever  made  public. 

On  December  10,  1939,  a report  smearing  consumers’  organizations 
was  released  by  Mr.  Dies,  who  had  constituted  himself  a one-man 
subcommittee  to  receive  the  report  which  had  been  prepared  by  J.  B. 
Matthews.  Representative  Voorhis  promptly  pointed  out  that  the  other 
members  of  the  Committee  did  not  even  know  that  such  a report  was 
in  the  process  of  preparation,  that  not  a single  hearing  had  been  held, 
and  that  none  of  the  persons  mentioned  had  been  called  to  testify. 

In  order  to  appreciate  attitudes  being  stimulated  by  the  Dies 
Committee,  it  is  necessary  to  depart  from  the  actual  testimony  of 
the  hearings.  In  an  interview  with  a Washington  Reporter,  Mr, 
Dies  revealed  his  own  conceptions  of  the  function  of  the  Committee 
when  he  claimed  the  following  “triumphs”  (only  a few  are  enumer- 
ated here): 

“Paralyzed  the  influence  of  the  left-wing  faction  of  the  Roosevelt 
administration.  ... 

“Discredited  the  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations,  making  it 

‘the  most  unpopular  body  in  the  United  States.’ 

“Dethroned  John  L.  Lewis  as  dictator  of  congressional  legisla- 

tion.  ... 

“Defeated  Frank  Murphy  for  re-election  a.s  Governor  of  Michigan, 
through  testimony  representing  him  as  condoning  sit-down  strikes.  . . . 
“Discredited  Secretary  of  Labor  Perkins  for  alleged  laxity  in 

enforcement  of  deportation  laws. 

“Offset  revelation  of  the  La  Follette  Civil  Liberties  Committee 

as  to  labor-baiting  practices  of  sections  of  big  business.  . . .” 

Sunday  Star,  Washington,  D.  C.,  October  29,  1939 

We  cite  two  cases  where  the  Dies  Committee  has  been  quoted  by 
public  officials  to  justify  (i)  a witch  hunt  among  city  employees, 
and  (2)  an  unconstitutional  statute  calling  for  the  registration  of 

aliens. 
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“MAYOR  ORDERS  WAR  ON  REDS” 

“City  department  heads  were  instructed  by  Mayor  Reading 
today  to  search  for  and  ‘stamp  out’  communistic  influences. 
Reading’s  executive  order  said;  ‘Testimony  at  the  Dies  Com- 
mittee hearing  branded  as  communistic  10  members  of  our 
school  system.  . . . Does  this  Red  influence  exist  in  other  city 
departments?  As  city  officials  it  is  our  duty  to  answer  this 
question  by  a survey  of  our  departments.  Will  you  please,  then, 
conduct  such  a survey.  If  communistic  or  other  un-American 
influences  do  exist,  they  should  be  stamped  out  immedi- 
ately. . . .’ 

“The  Mayor’s  executive  order  followed  a conference  with 
Sergeant  Harry  Mikuliak  of  the  police  ‘Red  Squad’  and  other 
Dies  Committee  witnesses.” 

Detroit  News,  October  14,  1938. 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL  CLAUDE  T.  RENO  of  the  State  of  Penn- 
sylvania “said  in  a brief  that  the  main  purpose  of  the  alien  (registration) 
act  is  to  promote  highway  safety  and  law  enforcement.  . . . The  reply 
adds,  however,  that  State  officials  ‘could,  if  they  so  desired,  recite  how 
the  disclosures  of  the  Dies  Committee  have  shown  that  a group  of 
propagandists  from  the  Comintern  and  the  German  Bund  have  preached 
doctrines  destructive  to  the  ideals  and  standards  upon  which  this 
Republic  was  founded.’  ” 

New  York  Times,  November  4,  1939. 

On  November  30,  the  Federal  District  Court  declared  this  act  un- 
constitutional. 

2. 

“Reduced  to  their  essential  implication,  these  attacks 
mean  that  our  universities,  educators,  and  learned  societies 
must  give  up  their  intellectual  freedom  and  conform  to  the 
views  held  by  a Congressional  committee  or  else  he  pilloried 
by  the  publicity  it  can  command  and  be  threatened  with 
legislative  interference.” 

“Many  of  our  universities  and  colleges  have  filled  the 
heads  of  our  youth  with  unintelligible  jargon  and  nonsense.” 

Mr.  Dies  in  an  address  before  the  Associated 
Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America,  quoted  in 
the  New  York  Times,  October  31,  1939. 

The  Dies  Committee  and  Academic  Freedom 

“Let  me  assure  you  that  there  are  many  strange  things  being 
perpetrated  under  the  protection  of  so-called  academic  freedom  in  our 
country  today.” 

“There  are  a number  of  Communist  professors,  there  are  a num- 
ber of  Socialist  professors,  there  are  professors  who  used  to  be  I.W.W.’s, 
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there  are  others  who  are  atheists,  there  are  many  who  are  on  the  firing 
line  in  cooperating  movements.  There  have  been  many  colleges  black- 
listed because  such  radicals  have  been  dismissed  from  service.  The 
American  Professors  Association  usually  conducts  the  blacklisting.” 

Testimony  of  WALTER  S.  STEELE  (pp.  378-9) 

Mr.  Steele,  whom  we  have  already  discussed,  is  evidently  referring 
to  the  American  Association  of  University  Professors.  The  Association 
has  censured  only  17  college  administrations  since  it  began  that  policy 
in  1930.  Its  December,  1939,  Bulletin  makes  the  following  comment; 

“Investigations  by  this  Association  of  the  administrations 
of  the  several  institutions  listed  below  show  that  they  are  not 
maintaining  conditions  of  academic  freedom  and  tenure  in 
accordance  with  academic  custom  and  usage  as  formulated  in 
the  1925  Washington  Conference  Statement  on  Academic  Free- 
dom and  Tenure,  and  endorsed  by  this  Association,  by  the 
Association  of  American  Colleges,  and  by  representatives  of  the 
American  Association  of  University  Women,  the  Association  of 
American  Universities,  the  Association  of  Governing  Boards, 
the  Association  of  Land  Grant  Colleges,  the  Association  of 
Urban  Universities,  the  National  Association  of  State  Universi- 
ties, and  the  American  Council  on  Education. 

“Placing  the  name  of  an  institution  on  this  list  does  not 
mean  that  censure  is  visited  by  this  Association  either  upon  the 
whole  of  that  institution  or  upon  the  faculty,  but  specificially 
upon  its  present  administration.  . . . This  list  is  published  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  informing  our  membei’s,  the  profession  at 
large,  and  the  public  that  unsatisfactory  conditions  of  academic 
freedom  and  tenure  have  been  found  to  prevail  at  these  institu- 
tions. Names  are  placed  on  or  removed  from  this  censured  list 
only  by  vote  of  the  Association’s  Annual  Meeting.”  (p.589.) 

An  administration  is  censured  by  the  American  Association  of 
University  Professors  only  after  a thorough  investigation.  The  report 
of  the  investigating  committee  is  published  in  full  in  the  Association’s 
Bulletin,  and  then  discussed  and  voted  upon  at  the  annual  meetting. 
It  is  worth  nothing  that  the  majority  of  cases  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  political  views  of  the  teachers  involved. 

“Educational  institutions  of  the  nation  are  perhaps  the  most  pro- 
ductive of  the  moral  support  of  this  cause  (Medical  Bureau  to  Aid 
Spanish  Democracy).  Scores  of  professors  with  many  degrees  have 
made  utterances  which  are  not  only  false  and  injurious  to  American 
prestige  abroad,  but  are  repulsive  and  highly  insulting  to  the  intelligence 
of  the  average  American  citizen.” 

From  testimony  of  WALTER  S.  REYNOLDS  of  the 
American  Legion  (p.  1332).  (Compare  the  testimony 
of  Sergeant  Maciosek  of  the  Detroit  police,  pp.  1275- 
1285.) 

In  discussing  the  program  of  the  American  Civil  Liberties  Union, 
Mr.  Harper  Knowles  of  the  American  Legion  of  California  commented 
on  plank  2 (“campaign  against  the  array  of  laws  and  regulations  re- 
stricting freedom  in  education”)  as  follows: 

“If  this  campaign  were  successful,  it  would  entirely  dispense  with 


all  regulations  concerning  the  selection  of  school  books  and  subjects, 
and  would  completely  throw  down  the  bars  and  would  permit  the 
introduction  into  our  schools  and  colleges,  which  are  already  too  highly 
impregnated  with  socialistic  and  communistic  documents  and  teachings, 
of  theses  and  doctrines  of  which  the  sole  objective  is  the  revolutionary 
overthrow  of  the  United  States  Government.”  (p.  2039.) 

Mr.  Knowles,  like  his  fellow  “expert,”  Walter  S.  Steele,  was  given 
full  rein.  His  testimony  occupies  330  pages.  The  Committee  did  not  ask 
Mr.  Knowles  a single  question  about  his  qualifications,  although  they 
could  easily  have  discovered  his  close  connection  with  the  Associated 
Farmers  of  California,  for  example,  an  organization  which  the  La 
Follette  Civil  Liberties  Committee  is  now  exposing.  Furthermore,  Mr. 
Knowles  was  not  questioned  by  the  Committee  but  by  his  own  attorney, 
Mr.  Ray  E.  Nimmo.  It  is  also  worth  noting  that  Dean  James  M.  Landis 
of  the  Harvard  Law  School,  the  special  trial  examiner  in  the  Bridges 
case,  commented  on  Mr.  Knowles’  performance  as  a government  wit- 
ness in  that  case  as  follows:  “He  was  neither  a candid  nor  a forth- 
right witness.”  (New  York  Times,  December  31,  1939). 

Mrs.  Alice  Lee  Jemison,  who  claimed  to  be  Washington  representa- 
tive of  the  American  Indian  Federation,  an  organization  with  3,500 
members,  was  questioned  about  the  Progressive  Education  Association 
and  its  educational  policy,  which  she  condemned  as  subversive.  Mrs. 
Jemison  reappears  in  the  testimony  at  a later  date,  when  another 
witness  reveals  her  connections  with  James  True  and  Gerald  K.  Winrod, 
leaders  of  avowedly  Fascist  organizations,  (p.  4131-2.) 

The  purpose  of  this  “expert”  testimony  is  revealed  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  series  of  questions,  when  REPRESENTATIVE  DIES 
asked  the  witness: 

“Now,  you  have  given  the  background  of  these  members  of  the 
Civil  Liberties  Union  and  of  the  Progressive  Education  Association, 
and  afterward  the  ones  whom  you  have  mentioned  were  given  impor- 
tant positions  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  in  the  Indian  Bureau; 
is  not  that  a fact?”  The  witness  replied:  “Yes,  sir.”  (p.  2441.) 


“The  Dies  Committee  has  attacked  freedom  of  association 
and  debate  among  students.  We  believe  that  our  students 
must  think  their  own  way  through  the  political,  economic, 
and  social  philosophies  of  our  time.  Any  attempt  to  exercise 
tyranny  over  the  minds  of  youth  not  07ily  exceeds  the  au- 
thority vested  in  Congress,  but  is  bad  pedagogy  and  likely  to 
produce  results  contrary  to  those  desired.  The  safeguard  of 
the  United  States  tomorrow  is  the  free  minds  of  its  youth 
today.” 

GEORGE  EDWARD  SULLIVAN  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  “a  lawyer 
and  anti-subversive  writer”  had  much  to  say  about  education.  His 
“qualifications”  were  established  by  affirmative  answers  to  the  follow- 
ing leading  questions  by  Mr.  Dies.  “Have  you  given  considerable  study 
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and  thought  to  subversive  activities  in  the  United  States?”  and  “You 
have  given  many  years  of  work  and  of  study  to  this  question?”  (p.3032.) 
At  a later  hearing,  he  accompanied  GENERAI*  MOSELEY  when  the 
latter  testified  to  his  own  anti-Semitic  and  anti-democratic  activities, 
(p.  3703.)  The  following  are  samples  of  Mr.  Sullivan’s  remarks: 

“It  is  well  known,  of  course,  that  during  the  formative  or  adolescent 
period  there  is  an  inclination  on  the  part  of  youth,  anxious  to  escape 
curbs  essential  to  their  welfare,  to  accept  from  teachers  in  whom  they 
have  confidence  false  teaching  directly  opposed  to  unchanging  and  un- 
changeable fundamental  principles  governing  human  conduct  which 
past  generations  have  found  to  be  essential  to  the  welfare  and  well- 
being of  everyone. 

“Traitorous  educators  did  much  preparatory  work  in  France  among 
the  youth  there,  before  the  French  Revolution  of  Terrorism  of  1789.” 
(pp.  3046-7.) 

“My  position  is  this,  that  no  books  ought  to  be  adopted  as  text- 
books that  are  not  safe  . . . when  such  a diabolical  scheme  for  human 
enslavement  on  an  international  scale,  such  as  communism  and  Marx- 
ism, is  pictured  in  matter  which  is  brought  before  the  children  in  the 
public  schools  as  something  of  a contrary  nature,  as  something  that  is 
really  scientific.  ...  I say  that  that  is  intolerable. 

“Mr.  DIES.  Won’t  you  also  go  further  and  say  that  any  effort  to 
inject  Nazi  propaganda  or  Fascist  propaganda  would  be  equally  ob- 
jectionable? > 

Mr.  SULLIVAN.  Absolutely.  The  only  propaganda  there  ought  to 

be  in  the  public  schools,  which  I would  not  call  ‘propaganda’  in  a serious 
sense,  is  propaganda  for  Americanism.  That  is  what  we  want  to  sell 
them,  because  that  is  the  best  thing  they  can  get.”  (pp.  3048-9.) 

In  the  testimony  of  WALTER  S.  STEELE,  42  pages  are  devoted  to 
student  and  youth  organizations  (apart  from  many  scattered  references). 
His  general  attitude  is  revealed  in  the  following  statement: 

“To  poison  the  minds  of  these  students,  discussion  groups  have  been 
organized  in  the  colleges  throughout  the  Nation,  where  so-called  critical 
problems  are  discussed  and  lectured  upon.”  (p  687.) 

Mr.  Steele  is  particularly  irritated  because  conventions  and  meetings 
of  organizations  like  the  American  Student  Union  “took  on  a direct 
political  tinge  by  resolution.”  He  objects  to  the  passage  of  resolutions 
favoring  the  Nye-Kvale  bills  abolishing  military  training  in  schools, 
urging  the  abolition  of  the  poll  tax,  endorsing  cooperative  and  con- 
sumer movements,  boycotting  Japan,  upholding  “the  Mexican  confisca- 
tion of  American  properties,”  and  many  others,  (p.476.) 

HARPER  L.  KNOWLES  devotes  14  pages  of  his  testimony  to  stu- 
dent and  youth  groups.  Like  Mr.  Steele,  he  objects  to  their  resolutions, 
mentioning  opposition  to  anti-picketing  ordinances,  freedom  for  Tom 
Mooney,  opposition  to  American  participation  in  the  Olympic  games  at 
Berlin,  and  support  of  the  student  strike  against  war,  among  others. 

From  an  enumeration  of  ten  such  resolutions  passed  by  the  South- 
ern California  council  of  the  American  Youth  Congress  in  1935,  Mr. 
Knowles  concludes: 

“.  . . It  is  believed  that  the  action  taken  by  the  southern  California 
coimcil  is  so  highly  typical  of  the  attitude  of  the  Commimist  Party  in 


its  various  activities  that  an  additional  connection  between  the  party 
and  the  congress  is  definitely  established.”  (p.  1980.) 


“The  Dies  Committee  has  sat  in  judgmerit  upon  current 
books,  periodicals,  plays,  and  works  of  art.  U'e  assert  that  the 
very  foundations  of  intellectual  liberty  are  shaken  when  any 
Congressional  committee  can  hold  even  the  shadow  of  a 
threat  over  the  books  we  read  or  the  plays  we  see.” 

In  the  Washington  Star  interview  already  cited,  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE DIES  claimed  credit  for  having  “led  Congress  to  eliminate  the 
Federal  Theatre  Project  of  the  W.P.A.”  We  present  the  following  brief 
selections  from  the  voluminous  testimony  dealing  with  the  Federal 
Theatre  Project: 

“Mr.  THOMAS.  These  are  all  plays  produced  by  the  Federal 

Theatre  Project? 

“Miss  HUFFMAN.  Yes,  sir.  . . . 

Mr.  STARNES.  And  all  propaganda? 

Miss  HUFFMAN.  May  I use  Mrs.  Flanagan’s  definition  concerning 
these  plays?  ‘Social  significance’  is  the  term  that  Mrs.  Flanagan  uses, 
but  the  plays  were  communistic  propaganda.”  (p.  785.) 

“Mr.  THOMAS.  I do  know,  though,  and  you  know  this,  too,  that 
any  script  or  any  play,  any  drama  or  movie  that  is  praised  to  the  extent 
that  this  is  praised  by  the  Daily  Worker  in  New  York  is  pretty  close  to 
propaganda.”  (p.2797.) 

“The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  I am  making  to  you  is  this,  when  you 
read  from  a dramatic  critic,  that  he  considers  that  a good  play,  that  does 
not  answer  Miss  Huffman’s  statement  that  the  play  is  prounion,  or  that 
the  play  is  communistic,  propagandistic,  or  anything  else.  It  simply 
means  that  the  dramatic  critics  believe  that  this  play,  from  a dramatic 
standpoint,  is  a good  play,  but  the  dramatic  critic  is  not  charged  with 
the  duty  of  separating,  or  passing  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  it  spreads  propaganda  or  propaganda  and  communist  doctrine  or 
phraseology,  and  so  forth.  . . . 

“There  was  no  artistic  criticism  of  these  plays  testified  to  by  wit- 
nesses. It  was  charged  that  there  was  propaganda  in  certain  of  the 
plays  and  communism,  and  that  there  was  class  hatred,  and  class  con- 
sciousness taught  in  some  of  these  plays.  In  other  words,  strikes,  anti- 
lynching, and  all  of  this  sort  of  thing  are  stressed  and  brought  out  and 
dramatized.”  (pp.  2804-5) 

“Mr.  STARNES.  You  are  quoting  from  this  Marlowe.  Is  he  a Com- 
munist? 

“Mrs.  FLANAGAN.  I am  very  sorry.  I was  quoting  from  Chris- 
topher Marlowe. 

“Mr.  STARNES.  Tell  us  who  Marlowe  is,  so  we  can  get  the  proper 
reference,  because  that  is  all  that  we  want  to  do. 

“Mrs.  FLANAGAN.  Put  it  in  the  record  that  he  was  the  greatest 


dramatist  in  the  period  of  Shakespeare,  immediately  preceding  Shake- 
speare.” (p.  2857.) 


“Mr.  THOMAS.  Then  you  will  admit  that  we  should  use  the  Fed- 
eral Theatre  Project,  through  their  plays,  to  encourage  mass  move- 
ments? That  is  practically  what  you  just  said.  Do  you  admit  it  or 
don’t  you?”  (p.  2862.) 

Similar  treatment  was  accorded  Federal  (xuide  Books.  Two  wit- 
nesses testified  to  having  censored  many  of  these  books  on  “propa- 
gandistic”  grounds,  although  they  admitted  that  what  they  had  deleted 
consisted  of  uncontested  factual  material  about  the  findings  of  the 
La  Follette  Civil  Liberties  Committee,  strikes,  industrial  accidents, 
and  so  forth.  At  one  point,  the  following  dialogue  ensued: 

“The  CHAIRMAN.  Can  you  mention  any  other  States  that  have 
sent  in  communistic  material? 

“Mrs.  LAZELL.  No  sir;  not  on  the  whole.  Most  of  the  State  officers 
resist  it.  In  Tennessee  there  were  rejected  10  or  15  pages  of  instruc- 
tions as  to  the  Negro’s  rights  and  their  labor  troubles.  It  related  to 
Negro  and  labor  troubles  there. 

“The  CHAIRMAN.  Then,  I understand  you  to  say  that  the  officials 
of  the  Department  have  written  back  for  more  material  on  the  Negro 
question  and  on  labor  troubles,  so  that,  is  it  con  ect  to  say,  that  those  in 
charge  here  in  Washington  have  invited  propaganda  for  the  purpose 
of  stirring  up  strife  between  capital  and  labor  and  between  the  races.” 
(p.  3114-5.) 
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